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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 9- 13, 15, 16-18, 21, and 22 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Bennett et al., (US PAP 2002/0194000). 

As per claims 1, and 9, 15, 21, Bennett et al., teach a system, comprising: 
a first speech recognition engine; a second speech recognition engine 
("recognizers At N"; paragraph 12, lines 1 -3); and 

evaluation logic coupled to the first and second speech recognition engines, the 
evaluation logic evaluates the first and second speech recognition engines based 
evaluation signals from a user and, based impart on the evaluation, selects one of said 
speech recognition engines ("select a different recognizer") to process additional 
speech signals from the user ("recognizer A is being enabled base upon its expected 
future performance"; paragraph 22; paragraph 34; paragraph 35, lines 11, and 12). 

As per claims 2, 10, Bennett et al., further disclose a switch coupled to the first 
and second speech recognition engines and the evaluator, wherein, based on the 
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evaluation, the evaluation logic causes the switch to release a connection to the speech 
recognition engine that was not selected ("output switch"; paragraph 13). 

As per claim 3, Bennett et al., further disclose a communications mechanism 
and, based on the evaluation, the evaluation logic selects the communications 
mechanism that is not the first or second speech recognition engines ("selects the 
results from the best recognizer"; paragraph 26, lines 1 - 4). 

As per claim 5, Bennett et al., further disclose that the evaluation logic 
determines a response time for each of the first and second speech recognition engines 
and selects the second speech recognition engine if the response time of the second 
speech recognition engine is equal to or shorter than the response time of the first 
speech recognition engine ("recognizer A adapts slowly... the system chooses 
recognizer B"; paragraph 35, lines 1 - 6). 

As per claim 6, Bennett et al., further disclose the evaluation logic receives a first 
confidence score from the first speech recognition engine and a second confidence 
score from the second speech recognition engine and selects the second speech 
recognition engine if the confidence score of the second speech recognition engine is 
equal to or higher than a threshold ("the second recognizer's results would win"; 
paragraph 42, lines 11-16). 
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As per claim 11-13, 16-18, 22, Bennett et al., further disclose means for 
evaluating a parameter comprises means for assessing the relative accuracy of the first 
and second means for recognizing speech; wherein the means for evaluating a 
parameter comprises means for assessing the relative performance of the first and 
second means for recognizing speech; and wherein the first and second means for 
recognizing speech comprise a means for determining a confidence score associated 
with the voice input ("measure of confidence values"; paragraphs 27, and 28). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bennett 
et al., (US PAP 2002/0194000) in view Kemble et al., (US PAP 2002/0133346). 

As per claim 4, Bennett et al., teach comparing outputs from the first and second 
speech recognition engines (paragraph 26). However Bennett et al., do not specifically 
teach selecting the first speech recognition engine if the outputs are identical. 

Kemble et al., teach that if multiple recognition results are identified with the 
same or similar confidence scores, the speech recognition system can select the 
identified recognized result provided from the post-processing task using the grammar 
subset (paragraph 40, lines 5 -9). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/773,392 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2626 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to select the identified recognized result using the grammar 
subset as taught by Kemble et al., in Bennett et al., because that would help make the 
system more convenient by using a more simple recognizer. 

5. Claims 7, 8, 14, 19, 20, 23, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bennett et al., (US PAP 2002/0194000). 

As per claims 7, 14, 19 and 23, Bennett et al., do not specifically teach the first 
speech recognition engine permits a plurality of ports to be used on behalf of a plurality 
of users and the system further comprises a port monitor coupled to the first speech 
recognition engine and to the evaluation logic, wherein the port monitor determines a 
number of currently available ports and, if the number of currently available ports 
exceeds a threshold, causes first speech recognition engine to be used. 

However, since Bennett et al., teach receiving an input audio stream through a 
port, and connecting to the speech recognizers. The system may be configured so that 
it enables only a single recognizer (paragraph 10, lines 1 - 6; paragraph 21, lines 1, and 
2). One having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
found it obvious to set up a threshold and use only the primary recognition engine when 
number of available ports exceed the threshold in Bennett et al., because that would 
make the selection process trivial, by only generating only one result (paragraph 21 , 
lines 3 - 5). 
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As per claim 8 t 20, and 24, Bennett et al., do not specifically teach that if the 
number of currently available ports is below a threshold, the port monitor causes one of 
the speech recognition engines to be selected based on the evaluation. 

However, since Bennett et al., teach that the system may enable all recognizers 
and only use the predictor to select the results predicted to be the best. The predictor 
gathers all information available and selects the results from the best recognizer 
(paragraph 21, lines 6-9; paragraph 26, lines 1, and 2). One having ordinary skill in 
the art would have found it obvious to select a recognition engine based on the 
evaluation in Bennett et al., because that would select a particular recognizer for the 
user (paragraph 22, lines 15, and 16; paragraph 26, lines 2, and 3). 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Baker (US Patent 6,122, 613) teaches a speech recognition using multiple 
recognizers applied to the same input sample. 

Balasuriya (US Patent 6,898, 567) teaches a method and apparatus for multi- 
level distributed speech recognition. 

Basson et al., (US Patent 6,996,526) teach a method and apparatus for 
transcribing speech when a plurality of speakers are participating. 

Chang et al., (US PAP 2003/0040907) teach a speech recognition system. 
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7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leonard Saint-Cyr whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 4247. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon- Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (571) 272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571)- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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